Application No. 10/677,891 

Reply to Office Action of July 26, 2010 



5 



Docket No.: N0484.70561US00 



REMARKS 

In response to the Office Action mailed July 26, 2010, the Assignee of the present 
application, Nuance Communications, Inc., respectfully requests reconsideration. Claims 1, 5 
and 20-23 were previously pending for examination. By this amendment, claims 1,21 and 22 
have been amended. As a result, claims 1, 5 and 20-23 are currently pending for examination, 
vsdth claims 1,21 and 22 being independent. No new matter has been added. 



Examiner Interview Summary 

As a preliminary matter, Assignee's representatives appreciate the courtesies extended by 
Examiner PuUias in granting and conducting a telephone conference held on November 01, 
2010. The substance of the telephone conference is summarized herein. 

During the telephone conference, Assignee's representatives presented to the Examiner a 
general overview of subject matter described in Applicants' Specification that was 
commensurate in scope with the discussion provided below. The Harb reference was also 
discussed in a manner that was commensurate in scope with the discussion provided below. 
During the telephone conference, the Examiner appeared to agree that features of some 
embodiments pertaining to automatically generating a grammar and a speech dialog for at least 
one managed system using the system speech profile are not taught by the art of record. It was 
discussed that clarifying in the claims that the speech dialog includes at least one audio prompt 
may help clarify these distinctions. 

Further details of various topics discussed during the telephone conference with the 
Examiner are summarized in the remarks below. 
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Rejections Under 35 U.S.C. §101 

The Office Action rejects independent claim 21 under 35 U.S.C. §101 as allegedly being 
directed to non-statutory subject matter. Claim 21 recites "At least one computer readable 

storage medium encoded with computer-executable instructions," which is statutory under 35 
U.S.C. § 101 pursuant to MPEP 2106.01(1), which states in relevant part: 

a claimed computer-readable medium encoded with a computer program is a 
computer element which defines structural and functional interrelationships 
between the computer program and the rest of the computer which permit the 
computer program's functionality to be realized, and is thus statutory. 

Thus, independent claim 21 is statutory under 35 U.S.C. § 101. Accordingly, the 
Assignee respectfully requests withdrawal of this rejection. 



Rejections Under 35 U.S.C. $103 

The Office Action rejects claims 1 and 20-23 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as allegedly being 
obvious over U.S. Patent No. 7,149,694 (hereinafter "Harb") in view of U.S. Patent No. 
5,745,692 (hereinafter "Lohmann"). These rejections are respectfully traversed. 

/. Independent Claim 1 

Claim 1, as amended, recites: 

A method of administering a plurality of managed systems in a managed 
network using a voice interface, the method comprising: 

storing a system speech profile corresponding to at least one managed 
system of the plurality of managed systems, wherein the system speech profile 
specifies which capabilities of the at least one managed system are available on 
the managed network and which capabilities are to be voice-enabled and made 
accessible via a telephony interface; and 
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generating a grammar and a speech dialog for the at least one managed 
system using the system speech profile, wherein: 

the speech dialog for the at least one managed system includes at least one 
audio prompt that is played via a telephone in response to accessing, via the 
telephony interface, at least one of the capabilities of the at least one managed 
system that are specified in the system speech profile to be voice-enabled, and 
wherein the at least one of the voice enabled capabilities comprises at least one 
administrative function to administer the at least one managed system, 

the grammar is used to process speech input received from a user in 
response to the at least one audio prompt, and 

the speech dialog allows the user to administer the at least one managed 
system by accessing the at least one administrative function via at least one voice 
command. 

The cited references do not meet all limitations of claim 1 . 



A. Harh does not teach or suggest all of the limitations of claim 1 against 
which it is cited. 

As discussed during the telephone conference, Harb does not teach or suggest all of the 
limitations of claim 1 against which it is cited. In particular, Harb does not teach or suggest 
generating a speech dialog that includes at least one audio prompt for at least one managed 
system using a corresponding system speech profile. Harb does not teach these features recited 
in claim 1 for at least the following reasons. 

First, as noted by the Assignee during the telephone conference, Harb does not teach or 
suggest a systenii speech profile corresponding to at least one managed system, ais recited in 
claim 1 . In the portion cited in the Office Action as purportedly describing such a system speech 
profile (Figs. 12 and 13, and col. 9, lines 44-50), Harb describes a way for a user to specify 
which elements of an application to provide grammar update support for. Harb's system 
generates a representation of User Interface (UI) objects of an application in a visually displayed 
selection tree (e.g., a "Subscribe for Grammar" checkbox is displayed below each opened screen, 
view, applet, and column/field/control object) from which the administrator may select which 
views, applets, and fields he or she would like to provide grammar update support for {See Harb, 
Fig. 13; col. 7, lines 48-53; col. 8, lines 59-65; and col. 9, lines 10-21 and lines 44-50). Harb's 
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selection tree taught in these sections of Harb is not a speech profile as recited in claim 1 , as the 
selection tree is not used to generate a dialog that includes at least one audio prompt as required 
by claim 1. 

Second, in the portion cited in the Office Action as purportedly disclosing automatically 
generating a grammar and speech dialog as recited in claim 1 (col. 9, lines 59-64), Harb 
describes generating, in response to the user's selecting certain UI objects from a visually 
displayed selection tree, an XSLT (extensible Style sheet Language transformation) style sheet 
(See Harb, col. 9, line 59 - col. 10, line 27). However, the XSLT style sheets are used to 
transform XML documents by applying templates to the documents to filter out unwanted data 
(See Harb, col. 9, lines 65-67; col. 10, lines 3-4 and 24-27). Accordingly, the XSLT style sheets 
described in Harb are used as filters for XML documents and are not a speech dialog. Nowhere 
does Harb even mention a speech dialog including audio prompts in cormection with the XSLT 
style sheets. 

The Office Action cites an additional portion of Harb as purportedly teaching the claimed 
speech dialog. However, the Office Action applies this portion of Harb inconsistently. As 
discussed above, the Office Action alleges that Harb teaches the system speech profile as recited 
in claim 1 by the selection tree through which a user may provide input to select elements for 
which to provide grammar update support. The Office Action also alleges that Harb discloses a 
speech dialog, as claimed, in col. 4, lines 25-34 by "TTS prompts with voice application to voice 
access products." In the cited portion, Harb describes a voice application that interacts, using a 
predefined set of commands, with a voice infrastructure that includes a text-to-speech (TTS) 
component (Harb, Fig. 1; col. 4, lines 28-33). However, this interaction of a voice application 
with a voice infrastructure having the TTS component is not a feature that is generated using 
Harb's selection tree. In addition, Harb describes no relation between the TTS component (cited 
as purportedly teaching the speech dialog of claim 1) and the XSLT style sheets generated based 
on user's selection of UI objects in the selection tree (cited as purportedly teaching automatically 
generating the speech dialog of claim 1). 
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Claim 1 has been amended to also emphasize a relation between the generated grammar 
and speech dialog, namely, that the grammar generated using the system speech profile is "used 
to process speech input received from a user in response to the at least one audio prompt." Harb 
does not meet this limitation of claim 1 . Indeed, while Harb describes providing grammar 
update support for certain elements of an application, because the reference does not teach or 
suggest the speech dialog including at least one audio prompt as claimed, the updated grammar 
described in Harb is not used to process speech input received from a user in response to the at 
least one audio prompt, as recited in amended claim 1 . Moreover, Harb describes no relation 
between the TTS component cited in the Office Action as purportedly disclosing the speech 
dialog as recited in claim 1 and the techniques for the grammar update support that are relied 
upon in the Office Action as purportedly teaching generating the speech dialog. Harb does not 
describe that the TTS is related in any manner to the the XSLT style sheets. 

As should be appreciated from the foregoing, Harb does not teach or suggest multiple 
limitations of claim 1 against which the reference is cited. 

B. Lohmann does not cure the deficiency of Harb. 
Lohmann does not cure the deficiency of Harb and was not cited as teaching the above 
limitations of claim 1 . Indeed, while Lohmann describes that a systems administrator can 
respond to an alert message from a remote server by entering voice commands or Touch-Tone 
keypad commands to remotely administer the server (See Lohmaim, Abstract and col. 2, lines 6- 
9), the reference is completely silent with respect to "generating a grairmiar and a speech dialog 
for the at least one managed system using the system speech profile, wherein: the speech dialog 
for the at least one managed system includes at least one audio prompt that is played via a 
telephone in response to accessing, via the telephony interface, at least one of the capabilities of 
the at least one managed system that are specified in the system speech profile to be voice- 
enabled," as recited in claim 1. Accordingly, even if Harb were modified based on Lohmann in a 
maimer proposed in the Office Action, any resulting combination would not have met all 
limitations of claim 1 . 
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In view of the foregoing, claim 1 patentably distinguishes over Harb and Lohmann and is 
in condition for allowance. Claims 5, 20 and 23 depend from claim 1 and are allowable for at 
least the same reasons. Accordingly, withdrawal of the rejection of these claims is respectfully 
requested. 

//. Independent Claim 21 

Claim 2 1 is directed to at least one computer readable storage medium encoded with 
computer-executable instructions that, when executed on a computer system, perform a method 
of administering a plurality of managed systems in a managed network using a voice interface. 
The method comprises, inter alia, "automatically generating a grammar and a speech dialog for 
each managed system using its corresponding system speech profile, wherein: the speech dialog 
for each managed system includes at least one audio prompt that is played via a telephone in 
response to accessing, via the telephony interface, at least one of the capabilities of its 
corresponding managed system that are specified in the corresponding system speech profile to 
be voice-enabled." Claim 21 as amended also recites that "the grammar is used to process 
speech input received from a user in response to the at least one audio prompt." 

As should be clear firom the above discussion in cormection with claim 1, Harb and 
Lohmarm, even if combined, do not teach or suggest the above limitations of claim 21. 

In view of the foregoing, claim 21 patentably distinguishes over Harb and Lohmann and 
is in condition for allowance. Accordingly, withdrawal of the rejection of claim 21 is 
respectfully requested. 

///. Independent Claim 22 

Claim 22 is directed to a computer system for administering a plurality of managed 
systems in a managed network. The computer system comprises, inter alia, at least one 
controller that "automatically generates a grammar and a speech dialog for each managed system 
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using its corresponding system speech profile, wherein: the speech dialog for each managed 
system includes at least one audio prompt that is played via a telephone in response to accessing, 
via the telephony interface, at least one of the capabilities of its corresponding managed system 
that are specified in the corresponding system speech profile to be voice-enabled." Claim 22 as 
amended also recites that "the grammar is used to process speech input received from a user in 
response to the at least one audio prompt." 

As should be clear from the above discussion in connection with claim 1, Harb and 
Lohmann, even if combined, do not teach or suggest the above limitations of claim 22. 

In view of the foregoing, claim 22 patentably distinguishes over Harb and Lohmann and 
is in condition for allowance. Accordingly, withdrawal of the rejection of claim 22 is 
respectfully requested. 



General Comments on Dependent Claims 

Because each of the dependent claims depends from a base claim that is believed to be in 
condition for allowance, the Assignee believes that it is unnecessary at this time to argue the 
further distinguishing features of all of the dependent claims. However, the Assignee does not 
necessarily concur with the interpretation of the dependent claims as set forth in the Office 
Action, nor does the Assignee concur that the basis for the rejection of any of the dependent 
claims is proper. Therefore, the Assignee reserves the right to specifically address in the future 
the further patentability of the dependent claims not specifically addressed herein. 
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CONCLUSION 

In view of the above amendment, Assignee believes the pending application is in 
condition for allowance. A Notice of Allowance is respectfully requested. The Examiner is 
requested to call the undersigned at the telephone number listed below if this communication 
does not place the case in condition for allowance. 

If this response is not considered timely filed and if a request for an extension of time is 
otherwise absent, Assignee hereby requests any necessary extension of time. If there is a fee 
occasioned by this response, including an extension fee, the Director is hereby authorized to 
charge any deficiency or credit any overpayment in the fees filed, asserted to be filed, or which 
should have been filed herewith to our Deposit Account No. 23/2825, imder Docket No. 
N0484.70561US00 from which the undersigned is authorized to draw. 

Dated: November 24, 2010 Respectfully submitted. 




Inna Vitol 

Registration No . : L0607 

WOLF, GREENFIELD & SACKS, P.C. 

600 Atlantic Avenue 

Boston, Massachusetts 02210-2206 

617.646.8000 
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